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3.12 Socioeconomics and Communities 
3.12.1 Introduction 
This section describes the regulatory setting and the affected environment for socioeconomics 
and communities; and the potential construction and operation impacts on communities, 
residents, businesses, agricultural operations, community facilities, and the local economy. The 
analysis addresses impacts on community cohesion and children’s health and safety, effects of 
displacement and relocation, and economic effects. The socioeconomic data used in the analysis 
are derived from various sources, including the U.S. Census Bureau, California Department of 
Finance (CDOF), California Employment Development Department (CEDD), and the various 
county and city agencies. 

The San Jose to Merced Project Section Community Impact Assessment (Community Impact 
Assessment) (Authority 2019a) provides additional technical details on the assessment of 
potential socioeconomic and community impacts. The San Jose to Merced Project Section Draft 
Relocation Impact Report (Draft Relocation Impact Report) (Authority 2019b) and Appendix 3.12-
A, Relocation Assistance Documents, present additional detailed information on property 
displacements and relocation impacts. In addition, the following four appendices in Volume 2 of 
this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provide 
additional details on socioeconomics and communities:  

• Appendix 2-D, Applicable Design Standards, describes the relevant design standards for this 
project. 

• Appendix 2-E, Project Impact Avoidance and Minimization Features, provides the list of the 
impact avoidance and minimization features (IAMF) incorporated into the project. 

• Appendix 2-J, Regional and Local Plans and Policies, provides a list by resource of 
applicable regional and local plans and policies.  

• Appendix 2-K, Policy Consistency Analysis, provides a summary by resource of project 
inconsistencies and reconciliations with local plans and policies. 

In addition to the analysis presented in this section and the relevant appendices, 12 other 
sections and 2 chapters of this EIR/EIS provide analyses of topics that are also relevant to 
socioeconomics and communities:  

• Section 3.2, Transportation, evaluates project impacts on traffic and circulation, including 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

• Section 3.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, evaluates impacts of the project on 
attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

• Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, evaluates project noise and vibration impacts on sensitive 
receptors and the feasibility of noise abatement.  

• Section 3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, evaluates 
electromagnetic fields (EMF) and electromagnetic interference (EMI) associated with the 
project on sensitive receptors and facilities. 

• Section 3.7, Biological and Aquatic Resources, evaluates wetland and open-water habitat for 
waterfowl and shorebirds. 

• Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials and Waste, evaluates project impacts associated with the 
transport, use, storage, disposal, and presence of hazardous materials and wastes. 

• Section 3.11, Safety and Security, evaluates project impacts on pedestrian, bicyclist, and 
motorist safety, and on emergency response and travel times.  
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• Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, evaluates project impacts on 
existing and planned land use, including consistency with local and regional land use and 
transportation plans.  

• Section 3.14, Agricultural Farmland, evaluates project impacts on agricultural farmland, 
including Important Farmland. 

• Section 3.15, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, evaluates project impacts on parks, 
recreation, and open space.  

• Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Quality, evaluates project impacts on the visual 
environment.  

• Section 3.18, Regional Growth, evaluates project impacts on employment and future urban 
development.  

• Chapter 5, Environmental Justice, evaluates project impacts on low-income and minority 
populations. 

• Chapter 6, Project Costs and Operations, presents cost estimates for construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the project.  

3.12.1.1 Definition of Resources 
The following are definitions of socioeconomic and community resources analyzed in this Draft 
EIR/EIS. These definitions are the same as those used in the Merced to Fresno Section California 
High-Speed Train Final EIR/EIS (Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS) (Authority and FRA 2012).  

• Communities—Refers to groups of people living in the same city, town, or neighborhood 
who exhibit behavior patterns expressed through daily social interactions, the use of local 
public facilities, participation in local organizations, and involvement in activities that satisfy 
the population’s economic and social needs.  

• Children’s health and safety—Refers to potential environmental impacts that specifically 
affect children (i.e., people under 18 years of age). These environmental impacts include air 
quality, noise impacts on health and learning, EMI exposure, hazardous materials risk, and 
potential health and safety risks to children. 

• Displacements—Refers to the movement of people out of their residences, businesses, 
nonprofit organizations, or farms as a result of acquisition of private property for construction 
of a transportation project. 

• Relocations—Refers to the placement of people into new homes, commercial properties, or 
farms with assistance and benefits in accordance with federal and California laws as 
discussed in Section 3.12.2, Laws, Regulations, and Orders. 

• Economic impacts—Changes in employment, business productivity (including agricultural 
productivity), and public funding induced by a project. Public funding can be affected by 
displacements and relocations of residences and businesses, which in turn can alter school 
district funding and property and sales tax revenues. Changes to regional growth can also 
influence economic impacts, particularly from changes to employment and population growth. 

3.12.2 Laws, Regulations, and Orders 
This section presents federal and state laws, regulations, and orders applicable to 
socioeconomics and communities. The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority)  would 
implement the high-speed rail (HSR) project in compliance with federal and state regulations. The 
general National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requirements for assessment and disclosure of environmental impacts are described in 
Section 3.1, Introduction, and are therefore not restated in this section. 
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3.12.3 Consistency with Plans and Laws  
As indicated in Section 3.1.5.3, Consistency with Plans and Laws, the CEQA and NEPA1 

regulations require a discussion of inconsistencies or conflicts between a proposed undertaking 
and federal, state, regional, or local plans and laws. Accordingly, this Draft EIR/EIS describes 
inconsistency of the project alternatives with federal, state, regional, and local plans and laws to 
provide planning context. Volume 2, Appendix 2-J, Table 12 describes all plans and policies 
relevant to socioeconomics and communities. 

A number of federal and state laws and implementing regulations, listed in Section 3.12.2.1, 
Federal, and Section 3.12.2.2, State, prohibit discrimination and require equal treatment and 
consideration of the needs of sensitive populations, including children, LEP individuals, disabled 
individuals, elderly individuals, and racial and ethnic minorities. Several adopted federal and state 
policies pertain to relocation of individuals and are applicable to this Draft EIR/EIS. A summary of 
the federal and state requirements considered in this analysis follows: 

• Federal and state laws that prohibit discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, 
age, sex, or disability in programs receiving federal assistance. Applicable acts include the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, California Government Code Section 65040.12(e), and the 
Authority’s Title VI Policy. 

• Federal and state laws and regulations, including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act and the California Relocation Assistance Act, that establish 
requirements for the treatment of persons displaced as a result of state or federal actions. 

• Federal law that establishes requirements for an assessment of environmental health and 
safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. 

The Authority, as the lead agency proposing to construct and operate the HSR system, is required to 
comply with all federal and state laws and regulations and to secure applicable federal and state 
permits prior to initiating construction on the project. Therefore, there would be no inconsistencies 
between the project alternatives and these federal and state laws and regulations. 

The Authority as a state agency is not required to comply with local land use and zoning 
regulations; however, it has endeavored to design and construct the project so that it is 
compatible with land use and zoning regulations. For example, the project would reduce impacts 
on socioeconomics and communities through transportation, noise, and air quality controls; 
context-sensitive design; and relocation assistance and benefits to displaced residents and 
businesses. The Authority reviewed a total of 18 plans and 204 goals, objectives, or policies and 
determined that the project alternatives were inconsistent with 23 policies, goals, and objectives 
from the following regional and local policies and plans:  

• Santa Clara County General Plan (County of Santa Clara 1994, 2014)—Policy HG 21. The 
project would require the acquisition of land within the project footprint and would result in the 
demolition of some existing residences and businesses. 

• Envision: San José 2040 General Plan and 2014–23 Housing Element (City of San Jose 
2011, 2015)—Policies H-2.3 and H-3.4. The project would require the acquisition of land 
within the project footprint and would result in the demolition of some existing residences and 
businesses. 

• Communications Hill Specific Plan (City of San Jose 1992)—Overall Goal: “Adopt site 
planning and architectural guidelines and noise attenuation techniques to protect 
Communications Hill residents and workers from excessive noise from arterials, freeways, 
the fairground activities, adjacent industrial activities and trains and planes traveling nearby.” 

 
1 NEPA regulations refer to the regulations issued by the Council for Environmental Quality at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500 to 
1508. 
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The project would introduce new sources of noise and vibration and would therefore be 
inconsistent with this goal. 

• Morgan Hill 2035 General Plan and 2015–2023 Housing Element Update (City of Morgan 
Hill 2016, 2015)—Policies CNF-2.3, CNF-11.1, CNF-15.6, CNF-17.1, CNF-17.4, ED-3.1, ED-
3.2, NRE-4.1, NRE-4.9, NRE-4.10, SSI-8.1. The project would require the acquisition of land 
within the project footprint, introduce new sources of noise and vibration, and result in the 
demolition of some existing residences and businesses. 

• Downtown Morgan Hill Specific Plan (City of Morgan Hill 2009)—Land Use Policy: 
“Encourage the preservation of the small-scale residential neighborhoods west of Monterey 
Road and north of Fourth Street.” Under Alternative 2, the alignment would travel through 
neighborhoods east of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) alignment and would require the 
acquisition of land within the project footprint, introduce new sources of noise and vibration, 
and result in the demolition of some existing residences, all of which would be inconsistent 
with the objective to preserve small-scale residential neighborhoods.  

• City of Gilroy 2020 General Plan and 2015–23 Housing Element (City of Gilroy 2002, 
2014)—Policies H-4.1 and H-4.2. The project would require the acquisition of agricultural land 
within the project footprint that could result in reduced agricultural production revenues.  

• San Benito County 2035 General Plan (County of San Benito 2015) Policies LU-3.2 and 
NCR-1.1. The project would introduce a large visual element into the existing rural landscape 
that would alter the rural character and natural beauty of the area. The project would also 
result in displacements of farm residences, acquisition of agricultural parcels, and splitting of 
some agricultural parcels along the alignment, resulting in the conversion of agricultural land, 
conflicts with the overall aim of the general plan policies, and short-term economic impacts.  

• 2030 Merced County General Plan (County of Merced 2013)—Policies AG-2.2, AG-2.8, and 
HS-7.4. The project would result in displacements of farm residences, acquisition of 
agricultural parcels, and splitting of some agricultural parcels along the alignment, resulting in 
the conversion of agricultural land, conflicts with the overall aim of the general plan policies, 
and short-term economic impacts. The project would also result in increased noise.  

Appendix 2-K in Volume 2 discusses additional details and reconciliations. As a state agency, the 
Authority is not required to be consistent with these local government policies. Inconsistencies 
would be minimized, but they would not be entirely reconciled. The project would provide 
relocation assistance; maintain access to community services during construction; minimize 
disruption to individuals and community cohesion related to relocation; minimize noise, vibration, 
and visual impacts; and administer a farmland consolidation program. The project would also 
provide benefits, such as improved regional access, improved air quality resulting from vehicle 
trip reduction, and sales tax revenues from construction spending.  

3.12.4 Methods for Evaluating Impacts 
The evaluation of impacts on socioeconomics and communities is a requirement of NEPA and 
CEQA. The following sections summarize the RSAs and the methods used to analyze the 
socioeconomic conditions and communities. Additional details on these methodologies can be 
found in the Community Impact Assessment (Authority 2019a) and the Draft Relocation Impact 
Report (Authority 2019b). As summarized in Section 3.12.1, Introduction, 12 other sections and 
two chapters describe methods used to analyze impacts on resources that are relevant to 
socioeconomics and communities.  

3.12.4.1 Definition of the Resource Study Areas 
As defined in Section 3.1 of this Draft EIR/EIS, RSAs are the geographic boundaries in which the 
Authority made environmental investigations specific to each resource topic. Four RSAs for 
socioeconomics and communities have been defined: (1) communities and neighborhoods, (2) 
children’s health and safety, (3) property displacements and relocations, and (4) economic impacts. 
Table 3.12-1 shows these RSAs with a general definition and boundary definition for each.  
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Table 3.12-1 Definition of Socioeconomic and Community Resource Study Areas  

Type Boundary Definition 
Communities and Neighborhoods  
Direct—construction and 
operations  

The RSA for direct impacts on communities and neighborhoods is defined as the 
project footprint of the project alternatives.  
The direct impact area needed to construct, operate, and maintain permanent HSR 
features, and the areas within which impacts on community cohesion and connectivity 
would result from the disruption or division of established communities through 
changes in transportation, circulation, and access, including safety hazards, air 
quality, noise and vibration, aesthetics and visual quality, and displacements and 
relocations. 

Indirect—construction and 
operations 

The RSA for indirect impacts on communities and neighborhoods is defined as areas 
within 0.5 mile of the centerline of the project footprint and within a 0.5-mile radius 
around station and maintenance facilities and affected public support facilities.  
The indirect impact area within which impacts on community cohesion and 
connectivity would result from the disruption or division of established communities 
through changes in transportation, circulation, and access, including safety hazards, 
air quality, noise and vibration, aesthetics and visual quality, and displacements and 
relocations. 

Children’s Health and Safety  
Construction health effects The RSA for construction health effects on children’s health and safety is defined as 

school and daycare facilities within 1,000 feet of construction footprint.  
These effects would result from noise effects on health and learning, air quality, 
exposure to hazardous materials, and potential safety risks to children, including 
impacts on schools and recreation areas where children congregate. 

Operational health effects The RSA for operational health effects on children’s health and safety is defined as 
school and daycare facilities within 1,000 feet of stations, MOWFs, or the rail tracks.  
These effects would result from exposure to hazardous materials, electromagnetic 
interference, and potential safety risks to children, including impacts on schools and 
recreation areas where children congregate. 

Property Displacements and Relocations  
Property displacements The RSA for property displacements comprises privately held residential, commercial, 

agricultural, and industrial properties and community and public facilities that fall 
within the project footprint. 
Properties and facilities, including residential properties, commercial and industrial 
facilities (businesses), agricultural properties, and community and public facilities, that 
would be displaced as a result of project construction (both temporary displacements 
in temporary construction easements or permanent acquisition of property for 
construction of the project). 

Relocations The RSA for relocations is defined as the three-county region of Santa Clara, San 
Benito, and Merced Counties. 
Communities and unincorporated areas where properties and facilities, including 
residential properties, commercial and industrial facilities (businesses), agricultural 
properties, and community and public facilities, would likely be relocated as a result of 
displacements from project construction, and nearby cities and communities with 
similar characteristics where displaced residents and businesses could relocate. 
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In accordance with Section 15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, “economic and social changes 
resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Therefore, 
no CEQA significance criteria are provided for economic impacts. Also, no CEQA significance 
criteria exist that separately address impacts on children; therefore, this section does not provide 
CEQA significance conclusions related to specific impacts on children. However, effects on 
children’s health and safety are addressed in this section, as well as in other sections of the 
EIR/EIS where children are considered sensitive receptors, such as Section 3.3.5.1, Pollutants of 
Concern; Section 3.4.6, Environmental Consequences (noise impacts), and Section 3.10.6.2, 
Hazardous Material and Waste Impacts on Sensitive Receptors. 

The CEQA threshold concerning conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses is 
presented in Section 3.14.  

3.12.5 Affected Environment 
This section describes the affected environment for socioeconomics and communities within the 
region and the communities within the RSA from north to south along the corridor and by project 
subsection, where applicable. This information provides the context for the environmental 
analysis and evaluation of impacts. Demographic data are largely from the 2010–2014 ACS, and 
analysis is summarized from various sources including the Community Impact Assessment 
(Authority 2019a), Draft Relocation Impact Report (Authority 2019b), and Section 3.18, Regional 
Growth.  

3.12.5.1 Population and Households 
Regional 

The population in the three-county region of Santa Clara, San Benito, and Merced Counties 
increased 11 percent between 2000 and 2014 and is projected to increase an additional 29.8 
percent between 2014 and 2040. The region’s projected population increase is greater than the rate 
of population increase projected for the state as a whole, with most of the growth expected to occur 
in San Benito and Merced Counties (both increasing by nearly 50 percent). Santa Clara County is 
by far the most populous of the three counties, representing more than 86 percent of the region’s 
population. Merced and San Benito Counties consist primarily of agricultural land, with small towns 
scattered throughout, separated by large agricultural and open-space areas with low population 
concentrations. Overall, the population of Merced and San Benito Counties is expected to continue 
to grow at a faster pace than Santa Clara County or California as a whole. In comparison, the 
annual growth rate in Santa Clara County is projected to steadily decline through 2040, though the 
absolute population increase is projected to be substantial (Caltrans 2015).  

The largest age group in all three counties is the 18–64 group, and the increase in median age 
between 2000 and 2014 is consistent with general population trends (i.e., an aging population) 
statewide and nationally. The average median age in Merced County is lower than that in Santa 
Clara or San Benito Counties. Overall, the population trended slightly older in all three counties 
between 2000 and 2014, reflecting a generally aging population statewide.  

In the more rural areas of Merced and San Benito Counties, average household size was greater 
than in both Santa Clara County and the state as a whole. In general, household size in the more 
rural portions of the RSA (south of Morgan Hill) was greater than the statewide average of 3.0.  

Cities and Communities in the RSA 

San Jose is the most populous of the cities and communities in the RSA, at nearly 1 million 
people. The next largest is Gilroy, with approximately 50,000 people, followed by Morgan Hill with 
fewer than 40,000 residents. The population density drops dramatically south of Gilroy because 
of the area’s rural character. Population growth was steady between 2000 and 2014 in the cities 
and communities in the RSA, with the greatest percent increases in Gilroy, Morgan Hill, and San 
Martin. Most of the RSA’s population resides in Santa Clara County. The northern portion of the 
project extent has the greatest population concentration because of its more urban and suburban 
nature; agricultural and open space are the predominant land uses south and east of Gilroy. 
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Median age distribution of the communities in the RSA varies. Gilroy has the highest percent of 
population below 18 years and the youngest median age, suggesting a preponderance of young 
families. San Martin and Volta, have a substantially higher-than-average median age than the 
other communities in the RSA, suggesting an older population with more empty-nester families 
and elderly households. 

In 2014, estimated average household size in the RSA ranged from 2.7 in Santa Clara to 3.4 in 
San Martin and Gilroy. In general, larger household sizes characterized the more suburban and 
rural areas of the RSA. A higher percentage of households were family households in the more 
rural areas, with more than 80 percent in Morgan Hill, Gilroy, and Volta.  

3.12.5.2 Communities and Neighborhoods 
Figure 3.12-1 illustrates the communities within the RSA. Table 3.12-2 shows the cities and 
communities by project subsection. Because communities and neighborhoods do not divide 
neatly across these subsection boundaries, the analysis in this section references city and 
community names rather than subsections. Descriptions of the neighborhoods in each subsection 
are presented in this section and additional detail may be found in the Community Impact 
Assessment (Authority 2019a).  

Table 3.12-2 Cities and Communities by Subsection 

Subsection City/Community in the Communities and Neighborhoods RSA 
San Jose Diridon Station Approach Santa Clara, San Jose 

Monterey Corridor  South San Jose 

Morgan Hill and Gilroy South San Jose, Morgan Hill, San Martin, Gilroy, unincorporated San Benito 
County 

Pacheco Pass  Unincorporated Santa Clara and Merced Counties  

San Joaquin Valley Unincorporated Merced County, Santa Nella, Volta, Los Banos1  
1 Santa Nella, Volta, and Los Banos are within the displacements and relocations and economic impacts RSAs. 
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Source: Authority 2019d FEBRUARY 2019 

Figure 3.12-1 Communities in the RSA 
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Note: Appendix 3.12-A identifies community facilities in tabular format. 
Source: Authority 2019d FEBRUARY 2020 

Figure 3.12-2 Community Facilities in the San Jose Diridon Station Approach Subsection  
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3.12.6 Environmental Consequences 
3.12.6.1 Overview 
This section evaluates how the No Project Alternative and project alternatives would affect 
socioeconomics and communities. Impacts on all communities along the project extent are 
discussed in this section, while specific impacts on minority and low-income communities are 
presented in Chapter 5 of this Draft EIR/EIS. The analysis in this section focuses on those topics 
where temporary and permanent construction impacts and permanent operations impacts could 
directly or indirectly disrupt established patterns of interactions among community members, 
result in isolation of communities, displace substantial numbers of residents and businesses, 
disrupt access to homes or community facilities, present pedestrian safety hazards, create 
physical barriers, and result in substantial increased noise and traffic, decreased air quality, or 
changes in visual quality or aesthetics. The discussion of children’s health and safety considers 
the potential direct and indirect project impacts associated with noise, air quality, EMI, hazardous 
materials, and safety that could specifically affect children. Displacements and relocations 
address impacts on residences, commercial and industrial businesses, agricultural facilities, and 
community and public facilities. Economic impacts consider impacts on employment, school 
district funding, agricultural economy, and county property and sales tax revenues. As described 
in Chapter 2, all four alternatives would be identical in the Pacheco Pass and San Joaquin Valley 
Subsections. Accordingly, there would be no relative difference in impacts between alternatives in 
these two subsections. 

3.12.6.2 Disruption or Division of Existing Communities 
This section describes anticipated disruptions or divisions of existing communities during both 
construction and operations of the No Project Alternative and the project alternatives.  

All four alignments generally follow existing transportation corridors and do not represent new 
divisions of existing communities or neighborhoods; however, construction of the project would 
disrupt access to residences, businesses, and community and public facilities and would have 
localized transportation, noise and vibration, and visual quality impacts. Construction activities 
would introduce a temporary visible and functional barrier that could potentially deter neighbors 
from interacting and participating in community activities, and could create a perception that 
people have been separated from their community. Demolition of existing buildings necessary to 
construct the project could also disrupt established community interactions. 

No Project Impacts 
Section 3.19, Cumulative Impacts, of this Draft EIR/EIS identifies planned and other reasonably 
foreseeable future projects anticipated to be constructed in the region to accommodate projected 
growth, including shopping centers, industrial parks, transportation projects, and residential 
developments. The No Project Alternative includes the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian 
projects from regional and local plans identified in Section 3.12.3, Consistency with Plans and 
Laws, and Volume 2, Appendix 2-J. These projects include implementation of bike lanes or trails, 
pedestrian sidewalks, crosswalks, and signal timing enhancements. The active transportation 
improvement projects that would be constructed by 2029 and 2040 in the transportation RSA are 
shown in Table 5-28 of the Transportation Technical Report (Authority 2019e).  

The beneficial effects of the project (e.g., increased regional connectivity, decreased congestion, 
improved regional air quality) would not be realized under the No Project Alternative. There would 
likely be no major improvements at existing rail crossings. Development in some areas of the 
region would likely continue to create demand for infrastructure projects. These development and 
infrastructure projects could disrupt or divide established communities as a result of increased 
traffic congestion, increased noise and vibration, air quality deterioration, increased greenhouse 
gas emissions, degradation of visual quality, and increased health and safety risks. The 
infrastructure and development projects would at a minimum be subject to regional and local land 
use plans, policies, and zoning ordinances to address and minimize these impacts. Future 
developments planned under the No Project Alternative would require individual environmental 
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Train operations pose the risk of injury and mortality to aerial species by striking birds flying in the 
path of passing trains, as well as disturbance through noise and visual stimuli. However, these 
impacts are addressed in Section 3. 7 of this Draft EIR/EIS, and with the exception of their 
relevance to hunting activities, they would not result in economic impacts. 

In view of existing traffic and agricultural activities, it is not expected that waterfowl currently nest 
in the vicinity of Henry Miller Road. Because the waterfowl hunting clubs are not adjacent to 
Henry Miller Road, it is not anticipated that there would be effects on waterfowl hunting from HSR 
operations. The loss of revenue associated with diminished use of private recreational uses within 
IBAs is not known with certainty, but it is not anticipated to be substantial.  
CEQA Conclusion 
In accordance with Section 15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, “economic and social changes 
resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant impacts on the environment.” Therefore, 
this section does not provide CEQA significance conclusions related to impacts on private 
recreational use in IBAs and CEQA does not require mitigation. 

3.12.7 Mitigation Measures 
There are no significant impacts under CEQA related to socioeconomics and communities and no 
mitigation measures are required.  

3.12.8 Impact Summary for NEPA Comparison of Alternatives  
As described in Section 3.1.4.3, the impacts of project actions under NEPA are compared to the 
No Project condition when evaluating the impact of the project on the resource. The 
determination of impact was based on the context, intensity, and duration of the change that 
would be generated by project construction and operations. Table 3.12-23 shows a comparison of 
the project impacts by alternative and is followed by a summary of the impacts. The table is 
organized according to types of impacts that are associated with the impact statements preceding 
this section rather than by specific individual impact statements. 

All four project alternatives would disrupt the communities along the alignment. These 
communities would experience construction impacts that include changes in traffic patterns; 
construction-related traffic; increases in noise, vibration, and dust as a result of construction 
activities; and visual changes that could affect community character and cohesion. The intensity 
of the heavy construction disturbance would vary among the project alternatives. The duration of 
construction would likely be longer in the HSR station areas in San Jose and Gilroy because of 
the additional infrastructure requirements involved in station renovation.  

The project alternatives would be similar within San Jose, through the Pacheco Pass, and across 
the San Joaquin Valley. Alternatives 1 and 3 would require extensive viaduct construction within 
the median of Monterey Road compared to the at-grade construction of Alternative 2 and the at-
grade profile of Alternative 4 within that same stretch of Monterey Road. While the overall 
construction period for each of the project alternatives would be essentially the same, excavation 
for the deeper footings for the viaduct alternatives would be more intensive and would require 
substantial pile driving rather than footings for the embankment alternative, and would occur over 
a longer period. This would result in more intense construction impacts under Alternatives 1 and 3 
than under Alternatives 2 and 4. Similarly, construction of the viaduct from Morgan Hill to the 
Gilroy area under Alternatives 1 and 3 would be more intense for air emissions, noise and 
vibration levels, and views of large construction equipment, compared to the mostly at-grade 
profile through Monterey Road or the embankment from Morgan Hill to Gilroy under Alternative 2. 
As described in Section 3.4 of this Draft EIR/EIS, the most severe noise impacts on residential 
receptors from construction noise would occur in the Monterey Corridor and Morgan Hill and 
Gilroy Subsections. The most property displacements would occur under Alternative 2, nearly 
twice the number that would occur under the other project alternatives. The most displacements 
would occur in the San Jose Diridon Station Approach, Monterey Corridor, and Morgan Hill and 
Gilroy Subsections. Therefore, the perceived disruptive construction impacts on communities 
would be greatest in these three subsections under Alternative 2, and in the San Jose Diridon 
Station Approach and Morgan Hill and Gilroy Subsections under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4.  
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Table 3.12-23 Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts for Socioeconomics and Communities 

Impact Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
Communities and Neighborhoods 
Disruption or Division of 
Established Communities 
from Project Construction 
 

Construction activity would 
disrupt existing circulation and 
access patterns for residents, 
businesses, and agricultural 
properties but would not 
physically divide existing 
communities. Monterey Road 
would be permanently reduced 
from six to four lanes between 
Capitol Expressway and Blossom 
Hill Road.  

Same as Alternative 1, except 
construction activity would result 
in greater changes in access in 
the Monterey Corridor Subsection 
because of the need for new 
grade separations. 

Same as Alternative 1, except 
disruption would occur in east 
Gilroy instead of downtown Gilroy 
for Alternatives 1 and 2. 

Similar to Alternative 1, except 
there would be fewer disruptions 
in access in the Monterey 
Corridor Subsection and no need 
for narrowing of Monterey Road. 
Alternative 4 would have no 
grade separations.  

HSR infrastructure, including a 
viaduct rising up to 80 feet, would 
introduce permanent visual 
changes and disrupt the existing 
visual character along the project 
by adding a view of transportation 
infrastructure and precast yards 
for construction of 40 miles of 
viaduct.  

Same as Alternative 1, except 
would add a view of 
transportation infrastructure and 
precast yards for construction of 
18 miles of viaduct. 

Same as Alternative 1, except 
would add a view of 
transportation infrastructure and 
precast yards for construction of 
39 miles of viaduct. 

Similar to Alternative 2, except 
the visual intrusion of HSR 
infrastructure would be less 
because of the at-grade, blended 
profile of Alternative 4. 

Disruption or Division of 
Established Communities 
from Changes to Air 
Quality, Noise and 
Vibration, and Community 
Safety and Security 

Reductions in air quality could 
disrupt community activities, 
particularly outdoor activities at 
gathering places such as parks. 
Construction noise could exceed 
established noise thresholds and 
affect sensitive receptors such as 
schools, residences, daycare 
facilities, and hospitals. No 
changes in community safety and 
security. 

Similar to Alternative 1, except 
construction noise impacts would 
be less than under Alternatives 1 
and 3 because extensive pile 
driving would not be required in 
the Monterey Corridor and 
Morgan Hill and Gilroy 
Subsections.  

Same as Alternative 1. Impacts would be less than 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 because 
extensive pile driving would not 
be required and there would be 
fewer excavation and 
construction activities.  
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For all four project alternatives, there would be a loss of community cohesion in those communities 
where existing views would be blocked by HSR infrastructure. This would be most noticeable in 
Morgan Hill under Alternative 2, where the embankment through downtown Morgan Hill would 
obstruct existing residential views across the alignment. San Martin and Gilroy would also 
experience loss of community cohesion by the introduction of the embankment structure to 
downtown Gilroy under Alternative 2. The viaduct of Alternatives 1 and 3 would not obstruct views 
to the same extent as Alternative 2, as some views would be maintained between supports of the 
viaduct. However, the viaduct would be an incongruous new visual barrier, particularly in the more 
rural and open areas of the project, degrading the visual intactness and unity of the environment. 
The MOWF in either south Gilroy or east Gilroy and the MOWS near Turner Island Road would 
introduce new sources of nighttime light and glare into an otherwise rural environment. 

Construction of the project could permanently affect social relationships and perceptions of 
quality of life by displacing residents, businesses, and community and public facilities. Alternative 
2 would result in the greatest number of property acquisitions and displacements compared to 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. There would be seven community and public facility displacements under 
Alternative 1, eight displacements under Alternative 2, five displacements under Alternative 3, 
and one displacement under Alternative 4.  

Construction of the project could result in short-term economic losses associated with school 
district funding, agricultural production, and property tax revenue. However, any short-term 
economic losses are expected to be more than offset by the short-term and long-term economic 
benefits of the HSR system. Increases in sales tax revenues are expected from construction 
spending, and long-term increases in the sales tax base would result from new economic 
development through improved connectivity of the region to the rest of the state resulting from 
HSR operations. Additionally, the project is expected to create short-term construction jobs and 
long-term job opportunities across many sectors of the regional economy. As a result, the project 
alternatives are expected to have a beneficial impact on the regional economy. Property 
acquisitions of Important Farmland would result in decreased agricultural production values. The 
greatest reduction in agricultural production value would occur under Alternative 3 at $7.8 million, 
followed by Alternative 2 at $7.3 million, $7.15 million under Alternative 1, and $7.12 under 
Alternative 4. 

Construction and operations of the project would change conditions along Henry Miller Road and 
the adjacent GEA but would not affect waterfowl hunting in the immediate vicinity.  

Project features, including IAMFs, design standards, and compliance with the Authority’s project 
design guideline technical memoranda, would avoid or minimize impacts on communities and 
neighborhoods. After consideration of these project features and design standards, the project 
would avoid or minimize construction and operations impacts on communities and neighborhoods 
under all four project alternatives.  

3.12.9 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
As described in Section 3.12.4.4, the impacts of project actions under CEQA are evaluated 
against thresholds to determine whether a project action would result in no impact, a less than 
significant impact, or a significant impact. Table 3.12-24 identifies the CEQA significance 
determinations for each impact discussed in Section 3.12.6. A summary of the significant 
impacts, mitigation measures, and factors supporting the significance conclusion after mitigation 
follows the table. 
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Table 3.12-24 CEQA Significance Conclusions and Mitigation Measures for 
Socioeconomics and Communities 

CEQA Impacts 

Impact Description and CEQA 
Level of Significance before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

CEQA Level of 
Significance after 
Mitigation 

Communities and Neighborhoods 
Impact SOCIO#1: 
Temporary Disruption 
or Division of 
Established 
Communities  

Less than significant for all project 
alternatives: Construction activities 
would not physically divide 
established communities or require 
construction of new government 
facilities. Construction activities 
would take place within an existing 
transportation corridor. Access to 
neighborhoods and community and 
public facilities would be retained 
throughout construction through use 
of detours and signage. Construction 
of the project would not result in the 
provision of new or physically altered 
government facilities except for 
potential replacement of one fire 
station should other existing facilities 
not accommodate the services 
provided by the station. However, 
construction of one new fire station, 
if required, would not be expected to 
result in substantial physical impacts 
on the environment.  

No mitigation measures 
are required. 

N/A 

Impact SOCIO#2: 
Permanent Disruption 
or Division of 
Established 
Communities from 
Project Construction 
 
 

Less than significant for all project 
alternatives: HSR infrastructure 
would not physically divide 
established communities or require 
construction of new government 
facilities. Rail infrastructure would 
occur within an existing 
transportation corridor. Access to 
neighborhoods and community and 
public facilities would be restored 
with road realignments and grade 
separations. Closed roads would 
require some out-of-way travel and 
changed travel patterns. The project 
would not result in the provision of 
new or physically altered 
government facilities except for 
potential replacement of one fire 
station should other existing facilities 
not accommodate the services 
provided by the station. However, 
construction of one new fire station, 
if required, would not be expected to 
result in substantial physical impacts 
on the environment. 

No mitigation measures 
are required. 

N/A 
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